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ABSTRACT

This study examines the relationship between local government autonomy and socioeconomic
development in Nigeria, using Oredo Local Government Area of Edo State as a case study. The
research emphasis the vital role of local governments in promoting grassroots development.
Despite this, local governments in Nigeria have often been constrained by excessive interference
from higher tiers of government, particularly in financial, administrative, and political matters.
Such interference has weakened their capacity to function effectively and to implement
developmental programs tailored to local needs. This study adopts a descriptive survey research
design to assess the extent to which local government autonomy influences socioeconomic
development in Oredo Local Government Area. The findings reveal that granting full financial,
administrative, and political autonomy to local governments is crucial for enhancing service
delivery and achieving sustainable development. The conclusion drawn by this research is that
genuine local government autonomy is important and of necessity for effective grassroots
governance and recommends that both federal and state governments should provide the
necessary constitutional and institutional support to ensure full autonomy for local governments
across Nigeria as this would enhance socio economic development at the grassroots and the
country as a whole.



CHAPTER ONE

1.1 Background of study

The local government system is the third tier of government as enshrined in the constitution of

the Federal Republic of Nigeria (section 7(1)of the 1999 constitution guarantees the

establishment of democratically elected local government). Apart from the Federal government,

36 States of the federation, and revenue capital autonomy the next level of government is the

local governments. It is on record that Nigeria today has a total of 774 local government areas.

These local governments were created with the aim of bringing governance close to the people;

Agbakoba (2004)

Structurally, the Nigerian government is made of three tiers which include the federal

government, state government and local government. The three levels of government are all

involved in delivering dividends of democracy to the people. Individually, they each have their

roles to play as entities but they also collaborate in certain respect especially when it has to do

with finance and management. This ensures improvement in accountability and performance.

The reason for the 3- tiers of government, as enshrined in the constitution of Nigeria(section

7(1)of the 1999 constitution), is because Nigeria practices a decentralized form of government

whereby power is devolved from the centre to governments at the states and local governments

for effective governance and enhanced national development.

National development entails having functional infrastructures which contribute positively to the

socio-economic development of the people living in a nation where it is very difficult for



government to run a whole country especially if the country covers a very large expanse of land,

like Nigeria. Ahmed (2016); journals of humanities and social science,21(10)

Devolving power to governments governing over smaller areas helps the people in that area to

feel the impact of the government more easily as compared to a situation where there is only a

central government in existence. The local government areas in Nigeria are governed by the local

government chairman and the wards, which are part of the local governments, are presided over

by councilors. Ahmed (2016); journals of humanities and social science,21(10)

The creation of local government emanates from the desire to facilitate development at the

grassroots level. Local government autonomy is of uttermost significance due to its functional

ability to generate a sense of belongingness, safety as well as gratification among its inhabitants.

All types of government, administrations, regimes or political systems have so far made sure that

this goal is attained. The concept and practice of local government autonomy is a strategy for

ensuring national administrative development, as well as political efficacy. Whatever is the kind

of government; local government autonomy is viewed essentially as well as regarded as the

gateway to, and guarantor of national socio-economic development of rural areas in the country

(Gauba, 2004).

In the socio-political context in Nigeria, with multiple culture, diversity in languages and

differential means as well as needs, the significance of the autonomy of such a tier of

government with a view to fostering and engendering the desired national consciousness, unity

and relative uniformity as well as preservation of peculiar diversities and the socio-economic

development of rural areas cannot over debated or emphasized. Local government autonomy has



been perceived as a panacea for the diverse challenges of the divergent people with different

culture (Gauba, 2014).

Gray and Barford (2018) argue that local government autonomy is essential for effective service

delivery and the promotion of economic development in rural communities.

The importance of local government autonomy in Nigeria is predicated on its justification for

socio economic development of the rural areas, culminating to socio economic development in

Nigeria. As a level of government in a federal state, it is basically created with the aim of

improving the living standard of the rural people and transforming the rural areas in Nigeria.

According to Jamo (2018) local government is a government fundamentally established to

bring service to the rural areas and governance closer to the rural people in Nigeria. It is a

government needed by all due to its relevance in the development of the people and their rural

communities.

According to Ahamba (2017) “local government is something that we need in this country,

if we really say democracy is government of the people, by the people and for the

people” The local government is needed to provide the platform for democratic participation

of the rural people and creating the enabling ground for choosing who governs them through

necessary political process in Nigeria. The good thing in Nigeria is that every citizen is from a

local government and is residing in a local government including foreign nationals, the

local government becomes the nearest and easily accessible government to the people, with

the powers to provide the needed basic facilities for survival.

1.2 Statement of the problem



Local governments in Nigeria are constitutionally recognized as vital agents for promoting socio-

economic development at the grassroots level (Olowu & Wunsch, 2004). However, the

autonomy of these local authorities remains significantly compromised due to persistent

interference from state governments and central authorities, which undermines their ability to

function independently (Akinyemi, 2010; Ndegwa, 2002). Despite constitutional provisions that

are designed to safeguard local government autonomy, the practical reality is that local

governments are often subjected to a lack of financial independence, administrative control, and

policy-making freedom, which limits their capacity to effectively address the socio-economic

challenges within their jurisdictions (Oyediran, 1998).

The failure to fully empower local governments limits their ability to craft and implement

policies that are responsive to local needs, resulting in suboptimal socio-economic development

outcomes (Tunde, 2012). Thus, the relationship between local government autonomy and socio-

economic development remains a critical area of inquiry. This study aims to investigate the

extent to which the lack of full local government autonomy constrains socio-economic

development in Nigeria using Oredo local government area of Edo state as a case study, with a

focus on identifying key barriers to effective local governance and proposing potential strategies

for enhancing the role of local governments in fostering national development. The central

question for this study is: How does the lack of full local government autonomy in Oredo Local

Government Area affect its socio-economic development? This study seeks to explore the impact

of limited local government autonomy on development outcomes in Oredo LGA, examining both

the challenges faced by the local government and the potential benefits of enhancing its

autonomy.



1.3 iOBJECTIVE iOF iTHE iSTUDY

The iprimary iobjective iof ithis istudy iis ito iinvestigate ithe irelationship ibetween ilocal

igovernment iautonomy iand isocio-economic idevelopment iin iOredo iLocal iGovernment

iArea iof iEdo iState, iNigeria. iIn iline iwith ithe iprimary iobjective, iTo:

1. iExamine ithe iextent ito iwhich ilocal igovernment iautonomy iis iconstrained iby istate

igovernment iinterference iin iOredo iLocal iGovernment iArea iof iEdo iState.

2. iAnalyze ithe iimplications iof ilimited ilocal igovernment iautonomy ion ithe iefficient

idelivery iof ipublic iservices iand isocio-economic idevelopment iin iOredo iLGA.

3. iIdentify ithe ikey ichallenges ifaced iby iOredo iLGA iin iachieving isocio-economic

idevelopment idue ito ithe ilack iof ilocal igovernment iautonomy.

4. iAssess ithe ipotential ibenefits iof igreater ilocal igovernment iautonomy iin iimproving

isocio-economic ioutcomes iin iOredo iLocal iGovernment iArea.

5. iProvide ipolicy irecommendations ifor ienhancing ilocal igovernment iautonomy iin

iOredo iLGA ito ipromote isustainable isocio-economic idevelopment.

1.4 iRESEARCH iQUESTION

The irationale ibehind ithis istudy iis ito iprovide ianswers ito ithe ifollowing iresearch iquestions:

1. To iwhat iextent iis ilocal igovernment iautonomy iin iOredo iLocal iGovernment iArea

iconstrained iby istate igovernment iinterference?

2. How idoes ilimited ilocal igovernment iautonomy iaffect ithe idelivery iof ipublic

iservices iin iOredo iLocal iGovernment iArea?



3. What iare ithe ikey ichallenges ifaced iby iOredo iLocal iGovernment iArea iin

iachieving isocio-economic idevelopment idue ito ithe ilack iof iautonomy?

4. What iare ithe ipotential isocio-economic ibenefits iof igreater ilocal igovernment

iautonomy iin iOredo iLGA?

1.6 isignificance iof ithe istudy

This istudy ifocuses ion iproviding ia ideeper iunderstanding iof ithe irelationship ibetween ilocal

igovernment iautonomy iand isocio-economic idevelopment iin iNigeria, iusing iOredo iLocal

iGovernment iArea iof iEdo iState ias ia ifocal ipoint. iIn irecent iyears, ithere ihas ibeen

igrowing iconcern iover ithe ilimited iautonomy iof ilocal igovernments iin iNigeria, iparticularly

iin iterms iof ifiscal iindependence, iadministrative icontrol, iand ipolitical idecision-making.

iThese ilimitations ihave ioften ibeen ilinked ito ipoor iservice idelivery, iinadequate

iinfrastructure, iand iunderdevelopment iat ithe igrassroots ilevel. iBy icritically iexamining ithe

iextent iof iautonomy igranted ito ilocal igovernments iand ihow ithis iaffects itheir icapacity ito

iinitiate iand iimplement idevelopment iprojects, ithis istudy iseeks ito iuncover ithe iroot icauses

iof iinefficiency iin ilocal igovernance. iIt ialso iaims ito iassess iwhether igreater iautonomy

icould ilead ito iimproved isocio-economic ioutcomes isuch ias ibetter ieducation, ihealthcare,

iemployment iopportunities, iand iinfrastructural idevelopment. iThrough ithis icase istudy, ithe

iresearch iintends ito icontribute ito iongoing inational idiscussions iabout irestructuring,

idecentralization, iand ithe ineed ito iempower ilocal iinstitutions ifor imore ieffective iand

iinclusive idevelopment. iIt iwill ialso iserve ias ia iuseful isource iof iinformation ifor ithe

istudents iand iacademicians iconducting iresearch. i

1.7 iThe iscope iof ithe istudy



This istudy ifocuses ion icritically iexamining ithe irelationship ibetween ilocal igovernment

iautonomy iand isocio-economic idevelopment iin iNigeria, iusing iOredo iLocal iGovernment

iArea i(LGA) iof iEdo iState ias ia icase istudy. iThe istudy iexplores ihow ivarying idegrees iof

iautonomy—administrative, ifiscal, iand ipolitical—affect ithe icapacity iof ithe ilocal

igovernment ito idrive idevelopment iat ithe igrassroots ilevel. iSpecifically, ithe iresearch

iinvestigates ithe ilevel iof icontrol iOredo iLGA ihas iover iits iinternal iaffairs, ifinancial

imanagement, iand idecision-making iprocesses, iand ihow ithese iinfluence idevelopmental

ioutcomes iwithin ithe ilocal igovernment iarea.

Geographically, ithe istudy iis ilimited ito iOredo iLGA, ione iof ithe imost iprominent iand

iurbanized ilocal igovernment iareas iin iEdo iState. iOredo iLGA iwas iselected idue ito iits

istrategic ilocation, ipopulation idensity, iand isocio-economic idiversity, iwhich imake iit ia

isuitable icase ifor ievaluating ithe iimpact iof ilocal igovernment iautonomy iin iboth irural iand

isemi-urban icontexts. iAlthough ithe istudy iis ilocalized, iits ifindings iare iexpected ito ioffer

iinsights ithat imay ibe iapplicable ito iother iLGAs iacross iNigeria, igiven ithe isimilar

istructural iand iconstitutional iconstraints iexperienced inationwide.

Thematically, ithe istudy icovers ikey idimensions iof isocio-economic idevelopment, iincluding

ibut inot ilimited ito iinfrastructure idevelopment, iaccess ito iquality ieducation, ihealthcare

idelivery, iemployment igeneration, ienvironmental imanagement, iand ipoverty ireduction.

iThese idimensions iare iexamined iin ilight iof ithe ilocal igovernment's iability ito iplan,

ifinance, iand iimplement idevelopment iprojects iindependently ior iwith iminimal iinterference

ifrom ihigher itiers iof igovernment.



The itemporal iscope iof ithe istudy ispans ia iten-year iperiod, ifrom i2015 ito i2025, ito

iprovide ia icomprehensive iview iof itrends iand ipatterns iin ilocal igovernance iand

idevelopment iperformance iover itime. iThis iperiod iallows ifor ia imeaningful ievaluation iof

ithe iimpact iof ipolicy ishifts, ibudget iallocations, iand iadministrative ichanges iwithin ithe

ilocal igovernment isystem.

While ithe istudy iacknowledges ithe iinterplay ibetween ilocal, istate, iand ifederal

igovernments, iit ideliberately ifocuses ion ithe iinternal istructure iand ifunctional

iindependence iof ithe ilocal igovernment. iIt idoes inot iattempt ito iprovide ian iexhaustive

ianalysis iof ifederal-state-local irelations ibut iconcentrates ion ihow iautonomy i(or ithe ilack

ithereof) iaffects ithe idevelopment icapacity iof iOredo iLGA. i

1.8 iDEFINATION iOF iTERMS

1. iLocal iGovernment:

Local igovernment iis ithe ilowest itier iin ia idecentralized isystem iof igovernance, iestablished

ito ibring iadministration iand idevelopment icloser ito ithe ipeople. iIt ifunctions iunder ia ilegal

iframework ithat iassigns ispecific iresponsibilities isuch ias iprimary ieducation, isanitation,

ilocal iroads, iand imarkets. iAccording ito ithe i1999 iConstitution iof ithe iFederal iRepublic

iof iNigeria i(Fourth iSchedule), ilocal igovernments iare iempowered ito icarry iout ispecific

ifunctions ithat idirectly iaffect ithe ilives iof ipeople iat ithe igrassroots. iNwankwo i(2002)

idescribes ilocal igovernment ias i“a ipolitical iauthority iset iup iby ia ination ior istate ias ia

isubordinate iauthority ito iassist iin imanaging ithe iaffairs iof ithe ipeople iwithin ia irestricted

iarea.”



2. iAutonomy:

Autonomy irefers ito ithe ilegal iand ipractical iability iof ia ibody ior iinstitution ito imake

idecisions iindependently. iIn igovernance, iautonomy iimplies iself-governance, iespecially iin

idecision-making, ipolicy iimplementation, iand ifinancial icontrol. iBarber i(1996) iargues ithat

iautonomy iis iessential ifor iany iunit iof igovernment ito ifunction ieffectively iand ito ireflect

ithe iwill iand ineeds iof ithe ipeople iit igoverns.

3. iLocal iGovernment iAutonomy:

This iconcept irefers ito ithe idegree iof iindependence ia ilocal igovernment ipossesses iin

imanaging iits iown iaffairs iwithout iinterference ifrom ihigher ilevels iof igovernment. iIt

iincludes ithe iability ito iraise iand imanage ifunds, iappoint istaff, ienact ibylaws, iand iexecute

iprojects. iAccording ito iAdeyemo i(2005), i“local igovernment iautonomy iis ithe ifreedom iof

ithe ilocal igovernment ito irecruit iand imanage iits iown istaff, iraise iand imanage iits iown

ifinances, imake iby-laws iand ipolicies, iand idischarge iits ifunctions ias iprovided iby ilaw

iwithout iexternal iinterference.” iHowever, iin iNigeria, ithis iautonomy iis ioften ilimited iby

iexcessive istate icontrol iand ipolitical iinterference i(Agagu, i2004).

4. iSocio-Economic iDevelopment:

Socio-economic idevelopment irefers ito ia iprocess ithat iimproves iboth ithe ieconomic iand

isocial iconditions iof iindividuals iand icommunities. iIt iinvolves iimprovements iin ieducation,

ihealth, iincome, iemployment, iinfrastructure, iand iquality iof ilife. iTodaro iand iSmith i(2011)

idefine isocio-economic idevelopment ias i“the imultidimensional iprocess iinvolving imajor

ichanges iin isocial istructures, ipopular iattitudes, iand inational iinstitutions, ias iwell ias



itheiacceleration iof ieconomic igrowth, ithe ireduction iof iinequality, iand ithe ieradication iof

ipoverty.”

5. iDecentralization:

Decentralization iis ithe iprocess iof itransferring iauthority, iresponsibilities, iand iresources

ifrom ithe icentral igovernment ito ilower ilevels, isuch ias istate ior ilocal igovernments. iIt iis

idesigned ito ienhance iparticipation, iaccountability, iand iefficiency iin igovernance.

iRondinelli i(1981) iidentifies ithree itypes iof idecentralization: ipolitical, iadministrative, iand

ifiscal. iIn iNigeria, idecentralization iis iconstitutionally iembedded ibut ioften iundermined iby

icentral iand istate igovernment idominance.

6. iFiscal iAutonomy:

Fiscal iautonomy irefers ito ithe iability iof ilocal igovernments ito igenerate, iallocate, iand

icontrol itheir ifinancial iresources. iIt iincludes ithe iright ito iprepare ibudgets, icollect

irevenues i(such ias irates iand ilevies), iand imake iexpenditures iwithout iundue icontrol. iAs

iOla iand iTonwe i(2009) iobserve, ifiscal iautonomy iis icritical ito ienabling ilocal

igovernments ito imeet itheir idevelopment iobligations iand ito iensure iaccountability iin

igovernance.

7. iAdministrative iAutonomy:

This iis ithe ifreedom iof ilocal igovernments ito imanage itheir iinternal iadministrative iaffairs,

iincluding istaff irecruitment, itraining, iand ideployment. iAdministrative iautonomy ialso

iinvolves imaking iindependent idecisions ion ilocal ipolicy iand iproject iimplementation. iIn

ithe iNigerian icontext, ihowever, ilocal igovernments ioften ilack ireal iadministrative

iindependence idue ito ipolitical ipatronage iand icontrol iby istate igovernors i(Okoli, i2005).



8. iPolitical iAutonomy:

Political iautonomy irefers ito ithe icapacity iof ilocal igovernments ito iexercise ipolitical

ifunctions iwithout iexternal iinterference. iThis iincludes ithe iright ito iconduct ilocal ielections,

imake ilegislative idecisions, iand igovern ibased ion ithe imandate iof ithe ilocal ielectorate.

iAccording ito iOlowu iand iWunsch i(2004), ipolitical iautonomy iis iessential ifor ibuilding

iaccountable iand iparticipatory igovernance isystems iat ithe igrassroots.



CHAPTER iTWO

LITERATURE iREVIEW iAND iTHEORICAL iFRAMEWORK

2.0 iIntroduction

This isection iwill ireview iliteratures ion ilocal igovernment iand isocio-economic idevelopment

i ito ibring iout ithe iviews iof ivarious ischolars ion ithe isubject imatter ias iwell ias ipresent

ithe itheoretical i ibackground iof ithe istudy. iThis ichapter igives ielaborate iconceptualization

iof iterms isuch ias, ilocal igovernment, iautonomy, isocio ieconomic idevelopment ietc.

2.1 iLocal iGovernment

Local igovernment iis iand ihas ibeen iconceptualized iby ivarious iliteratures iin iexistence.

According ito ithe i1976 iLocal igovernment ireforms, iit iis igovernment iat ilocal ilevel

iexercised ithrough irepresentative icouncils iestablished iby ilaw ito iexercise ipowers iwithin

idefined iareas.

A ilocal igovernment iis ia ipolitical iand iadministrative iunit ithat iis iempowered iby ilaw ito

iadminister ia ispecific ilocality. iHe istated ifurther ithat iit iinvolves ia iphilosophical

icommitment ito ithe iidea iof icommunity iparticipation ias iwell ias iinvolvement iin

itheigovernment iat ithe igrassroots ilevel iwhich iwill iinvariably iengender ithe imuch idesired

isocioeconomic idevelopment iof ithe irural iareas iin iNigeria. iAgbakoba i(2004),

According ito iMaj‐Waśniowska iand iJedynak i(2020) iLocal igovernment iplays ia isignificant

irole iin ithe ipublic iadministration isystem, iby ibeing iresponsible ifor ithe iprovision iand

imanagement iof ia igood inumber iof ipublic iservices, iand ialso ieconomic iand isocial

idevelopment iof ithe igrassroots.



In ithe iviews iof iImhanlahimi iand iIkeanyibe i(2014), ilocal igovernment iis idefined iarea ias

iwell ias ia ipopularly ielected idemocratic icouncil. iThey iwent iahead ito istate ithat iit ihas

iformal ipowers iderived ifrom ithe ilaws ior iconstitution iof ithe iland, ito idecide ion ia irange

iof ipublic imatters ior iissues iin iconsultation iwith iother istakeholders, icompassing

itraditional irulers iin ithe irural iareas. iThe iformal ipowers ican ionly ibe ialtered iby ia

isubsequent ilegislation ior iconstitutional iamendment. iThe ilocal igovernment ihas ipersonnel,

ifinancial ias iwell ias iother iresources, ifrom iwhatever ias iother iresources, ifrom iwhatever

isources, ithat iare ideployed, iexpended iand iinvested iat iits iown idiscretion ifor ithe

iexecution iof ilegally ior iconstitutionally iassigned iand imutually iagreed ifunctions ifor ithe

iovert isocioeconomic idevelopment iof ithe irural iareas. iImhanlahimi iand iIkeanyibe i(2014),

According ito iNOUN i(2017) iLocal igovernment iis idefined ias igrassroots i– ibased

icomprises ismall iunits iof ilocal icommunities iin iwhich ipolitical ipower iare ideveloped ito

icater ifor ithe ineeds iof ithe igrassroots ipeople. iIt iengenders igreater iparticipation iof ithe

ipeople iin ithe iprocess iof igovernment. iIt iis idesigned ito iserve ias ia iviable iinstrument ifor

irepeal iand ieven idevelopment iof ilocal icommunities.

Appadorai i(1975) ilocal igovernment iis idefined ias ithe itier iof igovernment igoverned iby

ipopularly ielected ileaders icharged iwith iadministrative iand iexecutive ipowers ito ioversee

ithe iwelfares iof ithe iinhabitants iof ia iparticular iplace ior idistrict. iAccording ito iEzeani

i(2006) iit iis ian iimportant iagent iof idevelopment ipurposely icreated iby ithe istate

igovernment iunder ia ilaw ito iensure idemocratic iparticipation iat ithe igrassroots.

According ito iOni, i(1993), ilocal igovernment iis ithat i“level iof igovernment iexercised

ithrough irepresentative icouncils, iestablished iby ilaw ito iexercise igeographical iarea iwith

icommon isocial iand ipolitical ities”. iThese ipowers ishould igive ithe icouncil isubstantial



icontrol iover ilocal iaffairs ias iwell ias ithe istaff, iand iinstitutional iand ifinancial ipowers ito

iinitiate iand idirect ithe iprovision iof iservices iand ito idetermine iand iimplement iprojects iso

ias ito icomplement ithe iactivities iof ithe istate iand ifederal igovernments iin itheir iareas.

Local igovernment isystem ican ibe idefined ias: iGovernment iat ilocal ilevel iexercise ithrough

irepresentative icouncils iestablished iby ilaw ito iexercise ispecific ipowers iwithin idefined

iarea. iThese ipowers ishould igive ithe icouncil isubstantial icontrol iover ilocal iaffairs ias iwell

ias ithe istaff iand iinstitutional iand ifinancial ipowers ito iinitiate iand idirect ithe iprovision iof

iservices iand ito idetermine iand iimplement iprojects iso ias ito iensure ithrough idevolution iof

ifunctions ito ithese icouncils iand ithrough ithe iactive iparticipation, iof ithe ipeople iand itheir

itraditional iinstitutions ithat ilocal iinitiative iand iresponse ito ilocal ineeds iand iconditions iare

imaximized. i(Awa, i2006:96)

These idefinitions iare irooted iin ithe imeaning iof ilocal igovernment iby ithe iUnited iNations,

ioffice ifor iPublic iAdministration iwhich idefines ilocal igovernment ias: iA ipolitical idivision

iof ia ination ior i(in ifederal isystem), istate, iwhich iis iconstituted iby ilaw iand ihas

isubstantial icontrol iof ilocal iaffairs, iincluding ithe ipowers ito iimpose itaxes ior ito

iexactilabor ifor iprescribed ipurpose(UN iReport, i1960:3). iThe igoverning ibody iof isuch ian

ientry iis ielected ior iotherwise ilocally iselected. i(Quoted iin iOla, i1984:7). iThe icommon

idenominator iin ithese idefinitions iis ithat ilocal igovernment iis ithat ilocal igovernment iis ia

isubordinate isystem iof igovernment iand ihas ithe iauthority ito iundertake ipublic iactivities.

i(Eneanya, i2012:15). iThis iauthority ihas istructures iand ifunctions, icollects irevenue,

experiences isome ichallenges iand iis icontrolled iby icentral iauthority. iThese idefinitions iare

iencompassing iand imost iwidely iaccepted iand ihave itheoretical iimplications.



2.1.1 iObjective iof iLocal iGovernment iin iNigeria

Local igovernment iis ithe ithird itier iof igovernment ithat iis icharged iwith ithe iresponsibility

iof iproviding igood igovernance ito ithe igrassroots. iIt iis imachinery ithrough iwhich ithe iwill

iof igovernment iis iexpressed ito ithe ipeople iat ithe ilocal ilevel. iLocal igovernment iis ian

iimportant iinstitution ito iensure iviable, ieven idistribution iof iresources iand ito iserve ias ia

ibridge ibetween ithe igovernment iand ithe igrassroots ipeople. iMakinde, iHassan iand iOlaiya

i(2016) iopined ithat ilocal igovernment iis ian iinstitution iof igrassroots ithat iis idesigned ito

iserve ias ia imechanism iof idevelopment iand irural itransformation imost iespecially iin ithe

iwaste imanagement ifrom ithe imarket iand iother iimportant iareas iacross ithe iurban iareas.

The iobjectives iof ilocal igovernment ishould iinclude:

• iTo iestablish ilocal irepresentative igovernment iinstitutions ithrough iwhich iappropriate

iservices

And idevelopment iactivities ican ibe imade imore iresponsive ito ithe ilocal icommunity;

• iTo iprovide iopportunities ifor ilocal icommunities ito iexercise itheir idemocratic iright ito

iself

Governance iand idetermination iat ithe ilocal ilevels, iand ito iencourage iand idevelop

iinitiatives iand

Leadership ipotential;

• iTo imobilize ihuman iand imaterial iresources ithrough ithe iinvolvement iof imembers iof ithe

ipublic

in itheir ilocal idevelopment; iand



• iTo iprovide ia itwo iway ichannel iof icommunication ibetween ithe ilocal icommunities iand

ithe

central igovernment i(Omamo, i1995).

2.1.2 iDimensions iof ithe iConcept iof iLocal iGovernment

The idefinition iof iUnited iNations iOffice ifor iPublic iAdministration iand ithat iof iKirk

iGreen ias iwell ias idefinitions iof isome iother iwriters iclearly ishows ithat ilocal igovernment

iis ia imulti-dimensional iconcept. iThe idimensions iare:

Social iDimension

From ithe isocial idimension, ilocal igovernment iis ibasically ia isocial iinstitution. iIt iis ian

iorganized isocial ientity ibased ion ithe ifeeling iof ioneness. iThis iemanates ifrom ithe ifact

ithat iman iis ia isocial ianimal iand imust iof inecessity iinteract iwith iother ipeople.

iLocaligovernment iprovides ia iplatform ifor ipeople iin ia ilocality ito iexpress iand ifulfill

itheir ihuman iurge ito iinteract iand iin ithe iprocess iof iinteraction, ithe ifeeling iof

iconvergence ibring ito ithe ifore ithe icommonality iof ibasic ineeds iof ithe ipeople iin ithe

ineighborhood iof ifood, ishelter, iclothing, iwater, ietc. iIt iis ithese ifacets iof itheir ifeeling iof

ioneness ithat iare ia ibinding iforce inot ionly iamong ithemselves ibut ialso ibetween ithe ilocal

iauthority iand ithe ilocal ipeople. i(Tonwe, iD.A. i2011)

The ifeelings iof iconvergence iare ithe iraison id’etre ifor ia ilocal iauthority. iThey iare ia

icementing iforce iamong ilocal iinhabitants. iThe istronger ithe ifeeling, ithe ideeper ithe iroots

iof ia ilocal iauthority, iand ithe igreater ithe iresentment iof ioutside. i. i(Tonwe, iD.A. i2011)



Economic iDimension

Local iGovernment iis ibasically ian ieconomic iinstitution iwith ia iforemost irole ito iplay iin

ipromoting ithe ieconomic iwell-being ithe ipeople iof ithe ilocality. iThe ieconomic idimension

iof ithe iconcept iof ilocal igovernment irelates ito iits ieconomic iviability. iThus, irevenue

igeneration ibecomes ia iprimary ifunction iof ilocal igovernment. iA ilocal igovernment ithat iis

inot ieconomically iviable icannot ido imuch ito iimprove ithe ieconomic iconditions iof ithe

ipeople iin ithe ilocality. iIt iis iimpossible ito igive iwhat iyou ido inot ihave. iThe ieconomics

iof ia ilocal iarea ireflects iin iits ilocal iauthority. iThe ilocal iauthority ican igive ia igood

iaccount iof iits iperformance iwithout imuch iproblem iif ithe ilocality iis ieconomically iviable.

iAn iunviable iarea, iwith ileast ipotentiality ifor igrowth iand idevelopment, imakes ilocal

idevelopment ia istupendous itask ifor ithe ilocal ipeople. iIf ithe ilocal igovernment iis

ieconomically iviable, iit iwill ihave ithe iinitial iadvantage iin inot ionly irendering ilocal

iservices, ibut ialso iin iwarding ioff igovernment iintervention. iTherefore, ilocal

igovernmentsiwork ion ithe ifront ilines idelivering ineeded iand idesired iservices, isuch ias

ieducation, iroad imaintenance, ipublic isafety, iand ihealth icare, ito icitizens i. i(Tonwe, iD.A.

i2011)

The iconcept iof ilocal igovernment ihas ian ieconomic idimension iof igreat isignificance. iIt

ihighlights itwo ifacets iof ilocal iauthorities: ione; iwith ia ibearing ion itheir ivery iexistence ias

iunits ifor ilocal iself-governance; iand ithe iother, ion itheir ilegitimate iplace iin inational

idevelopment.

Cumulatively, ithese ifacets iof ithe iconcept iof ilocal igovernment ican ihelp ipromote ithe

idesirable iobjective iof ipartnership ibetween ithe icentral igovernment iand ilocal igovernment



ifor ithe iultimate ifulfillment iof ithe icommon igoal iof igood ilife ifor ithe ilocal ipopulace. i i.

i(Tonwe, iD.A. i2011)

Geographic iDimension

Local igovernment ialso ihas ia igeographic idimension.

From ithe iperspective iof ia ispecific iand idefined iterritorial ijurisdiction iover ia iparticular

ihuman ihabitation, ithe ilocal igovernment imay ibe iconceptualized iin igeographic iterms.

The igeography iof ilocal igovernment, iwhich iincludes iphysical, idemographic iand ieconomic

ifeatures, ihas iits iimpact ion iits ipolicies, iadministration iand ilaw. iThese ivarious ifeatures

iare iof iuniversal icharacter, ihence imay ibe iconceptualized. i. i(Tonwe, iD.A. i2011)

The igeographic idimension iof ilocal igovernment istems ifrom ithe ifact ithat iamong ithe

iinhabitants iof ia igiven iarea, ithere iis ia iconsciousness ithat ithey iare idifferentiated ifrom

ithe iinhabitants iof iother iareas iin ithe isame icountry. iThis iis iwhat iis icalled ithe iconcept

iof ineighborhood iwhich imakes ithe iinhabitants iof ian iarea iautomatically iaware iof

itheiinterests iwhich iinfringe iupon ithem imore idirectly ithan iupon iothers. iThese iinterests

idiffer iin iquality iand icharacter ifrom ithe iinterests iof iother ineighborhoods. iWith ithe

iinterests ivarying ifrom iarea ito iarea, iproblems ivary. iDifferent iproblems ientail idifferent

isolutions, ibe ithey ipolitical, iadministrative ior ilegal. iHuman imigration iand ishifts iin

ieconomic iactivity ihave, isometimes ibrought iabout irevolutionary ichanges iin ithe icharacter

iof ia ilocal igovernment. i. i(Tonwe, iD.A. i2011)

Legal iDimension



Local igovernment iis ia ilegal iinstitution iin ithe isense ithat iit iis iestablished iby ilaw iof ia

icompetent iand ihigher iauthority. iThis imakes ilocal igovernment ia iminiature ibody-politic

iand ia ibody icorporate. iIn iits iformer icapacity, iit iis ithe iagent iof ithe iState iand, ias isuch,

irepresents ipublic iinterest. iIn ithat icapacity, iit iexercises ia ipart iof ithe ipowers iof ithe

iState ilegally idelegated ito iit iwithin ispecified igeographical iboundaries. i. i(Tonwe, iD.A.

i2011)

Thus, ias ia ilegal iself-governing iinstitution, ilocal igovernment:

A. iexists ias ian iorganised ientity, ipossessing iorganization iand isome iminimum ipowers

i(constituting, iwhat iis icalled, iautonomy) irelating ito ithe iraising iof irevenue, ipreparation iof

ibudget, icontrol iand imanagement ilocal iresources, ihuman, ifiscal iand imaterial.

B. ihas igovernmental icharacter. iAs ian iagency iof ithe ipublic, iit imust ibe ichosen iby ithe

ilocal ipeople ito iwhom iit imust ibe iaccountable. i. i(Tonwe, iD.A. i2011)

C. ihas ithe iright ito ienter iinto icontract iand ito iown iand idispose iof iproperty. iThe

icorporate istatus imakes ithe ilocal igovernment iin ilaw, ia iperson iwith irights iand iduties

iofia iprivate iindividual idefined ithrough ilegislation iand iallowed ithrough ijudicial

iinterpretation. iAs isuch, ia ilocal iauthority ican iinstitute ilegal iproceedings ifor ithe irecovery

iof iits iproperty; iit ican isue ifor ioutstanding idebts, iand ican ialso iseek ito iobtain idamages

ifor ithe ibreach ifor icontract.

D. ican ialso iact ias idefendant iin ilegal iproceedings. iIt ican ibe isued ifor ifailure ito imeet iits

iobligations ias iemployer, iland iowner, idebtor ior ibuyer. i. i(Tonwe, iD.A. i2011)



E. iunlike iother ipersons, iit iis ibestowed iby ilaw ithe istatus iof iimmortality i- ia icontinuous

ilife. iThe ipeople iand ithe ivoters imay icome iand igo, ithe ipopulation imay iincrease ior

idecrease, iCouncilors iand iMayors iChairman/President iof ilocal igovernments imay ibe ivoted

iin ior ivoted iout, ithe iform iof ilocal igovernment iand ithe iextent iof iits ipowers imay ibe

ichanged ifrom itime ito itime, iyet iits ilegal ientity iwill igo ion iwithout iinterruption. iIts

iperpetual isuccession iwill ialso icontinue iindefinitely. iFurther, iit ihas ia iname ialong iwith ia

icorporate iseal ito idistinguish iit ifrom iother ientities iof ia isimilar icharacter. i. i(Tonwe, iD.A.

i2011)

Political iDimension

Local igovernment iis ialso ia ipolitical iinstitution. iLocal igovernment iis ibasically ia ipolitical

imechanism ifor igovernance iat ithe ilocal ilevel. iIt ihas ia idirect ibearing ion ithe inature iof

ithe ilocal igovernment iwhich iis ivery iintriguing, igiving irise ito iseveral iquestions. i.

i(Tonwe, iD.A. i2011)

In ithis iregard, iit iis iimportant ito inote ithe ifollowing:

i. iLocal igovernment iis inot ilike iother ihigher ilevels iof igovernment. iIt idoes inot ishare

iwith ithem ilegal iand ipolitical isovereignty iand idoes inot iusually iderive iauthority idirectly

ifrom ithe iConstitution. i. i(Tonwe, iD.A. i2011)

ii. iLocal igovernment idoes inot ifall iinto ithe iadministrative ihierarchy iof ithe igovernment.

iIt iis inot ian iadministrative ioutpost ienjoying idelegated iauthority. iIt iis ia ilevel iof

igovernment iestablished iby ilaw. i. i(Tonwe, iD.A. i2011)



iii. iLocal igovernment iis inot ia ipublic ienterprise/public iutility iinstitution iwith istatutory

ifoundation, ienjoying ifinancial iand ioperational iautonomy. iA ibody icorporate iwith

ilegislative iand iexecutive iarms ialong iwith iterritory ijurisdiction, ideriving iauthority iunder

ilaw, imay inot iactually iqualify ias ia ilocal igovernment. i. i(Tonwe, iD.A. i2011)

Conceptually, ilocal igovernment iis ian iintegrant iof idemocracy. iWhen ilocal igovernment

iloses iits idemocratic ifeature, iit idegenerates iinto ilocal iadministration. iWhen ilocal

iadministration iimbibes idemocratic icharacter, iit ithen ibecomes ilocal igovernment. iWithout

idemocratic inorms ithere ican ibe ino iself-governing iinstitutions. iThe iright iof ithe icitizens

ito ielect ilocal iofficials iand ito ibestow ion ithem ithe iright ito irepresent ithem iwhich ivox

ipopuli icomes ihand iin ihand iwith iother ibasic idemocratic iprinciples, isuch ias

iaccountability iand itransparency iare iof iextreme iimportance ifor ia isound iand ieffective

igovernment i(Dragos iand iNeamtu, i2009; iHaruta, iRadu iand iRadu, i2009; iHaruta iand

iRadu, i2010). iIn ia ireal idemocracy, icitizens’ iinvolvement iis ipossible ifor ithree ireasons;

ibecause ithey ican, ibecause ithey iwant ior ibecause ithey iwere iasked i(Verba iet. ial, i2004)

(Tonwe, iD.A. i2011)

Administrative iDimension

Local igovernment ihas ian iadministrative idimension. iIt ihas iits ilocal ibureaucracy ilike

iother ihigher ilevels iof igovernment. iThey iare ibasically iof itwo itypes. iThere iis ithe

iUnified iService iwhich iis iregion-wide ior istate-wide iand imanaged iby ia isingle iLocal

iGovernment iService iCommission. iThere ithe iLocalize iService iwhich iis irestricted ithe

iindividual ilocal igovernments. i. i(Tonwe, iD.A. i2011)



2.2 iHistorical iand iGeographical iOverview iof iOredo iLocal iGovernment

Oredo iLocal iGovernment iArea iis isituated iin ithe isouthern ipart iof iEdo iState, iNigeria. iIt

iis ione iof ithe i18 ilocal igovernment iareas ithat imake iup iEdo iState. iIt ihas ian iarea iof

i249km2 iand ia ipopulation iof iapproximately i536,827 iaccording ito ithe i2006 icensus. iIt iis

ithe imost iurbanized iGovernment iArea iin iEdo iState iand inot ionly iserves ias istate icapital,

ibut ialso ithe iseat iof ithe iState iGovernment ias iwell ias ithe ipalace iof ithe iOba iof iBenin.

iOredo iis itherefore ialso ithe icapital iof ithe iHistorical iBenin iEmpire, imaking iit ione iof

ithe ioldest iCities iin ithe iWorld. iIt iis icharacterized iby ia idiverse ilandscape, ifeaturing

iplains, ihills, iBenin iRiver, iand iOgba iRiver ithat iruns iinto ithe iGelegele iSea iPort, iwhich

igreatly iinfluences iits ieconomic iactivities iand icultural iheritage. i(oredolga.ed.gov.ng/)

For ipurposes iof iconvenient iadministration, ithere iare iTwelve i(12) ipolitical iwards iin

iOredo iLocal iGovernment iwhich icut iacross iboth iurban iand irural icommunities, iNamely;

iOgbe, iGRA/Etete/Iyekogba, iUzebu, iUrubi, iOliha/Ukhegie, iIyaro/New iBenin iI, iNewiBenin

iII, iOredo, iIkpema/Eguadase, iUnueru/Ugboka, iOgbelaka/Nekpenekpen,

iIbiwe/Iwegie/Ugbague. i(oredolga.ed.gov.ng/)



(oredolga.ed.gov.ng/)

2.3 iLocal iGovernment iin iNigeria

Local igovernment iautonomy iis ithe iadequate iand irelative ipower igiven ito ilocal

igovernment icouncils ito iperform itheir ilocal ior iconstitutional iresponsibilities ior iduties

ioptimally. iThey icanvassed ifor itwo itypes iof iautonomy ifor ilocal igovernment icouncils

iwhich iare iabsolute iand iadequate ibut irelative iin inature. iImhanlahimi iand iIkeanyibe

i(2014),

To iChaturvedi i(2006), ilocal igovernment iautonomy iis iconcerned iwith ithe ilocal ibody

ihaving ifinancial ias iwell ias imanagement, iautonomy iwith ia iview ito ideciding

iandidetermining iits iown icourse iof iaction. icollaborating ithe iabove iassertion, iMawhood

i(1993), iviews ilocal igovernment iautonomy ias ithe irelative iseparation iof icentral ias iwell



ias ilocal ispheres iof igovernment ion ithe ione ihand. iOn ithe iother ihand, ibe iput iforward

ithat ithe icentral igovernment ishould ionly iplay ithe ifunction iof imonitoring ithe iactivities

iof ilocal icouncils iwithout iany iintrusion iinto itheir idomain.

In ithe iviews iof ithese iauthors ior ischolars, ilocal igovernment iautonomy iin iNigeria iand iin

ithe iother iless ideveloped inations iglobally, ishould ibe irelative iand inot iabsolute. iThis

iautonomy ientails iabsolute iseparation iof iresponsibilities iand ipowers ibut irelative iand

iadequate iautonomy ishould ibe igranted ito ienable ilocal igovernment icouncils iperform itheir

ifunctions ioptimally ias iwell ias ito ialso idischarge ilegally ior iconstitutionally iassigned,

iresponsibilities isatisfactorily, ibut iwithout iunder iinterference ior irestraint ifrom ithe istate

iand ifederal itiers iof igovernment.

The iprinciple iof iautonomy iis ian iessential imatter ifor iLocal iGovernments ibecause iit

icannot ifunction iefficiently iwithout iappreciable ielements iof ifreedom. iGlobal igovernance

ipractice iaccords ilocal igovernments isignificant iautonomy ias ilast imile igovernance idelivery

iagents. iHowever, ihistory ihas ishown ithat iLocal iGovernment iAdministration ibefore i1976

ishowed ithe iexistence iof ithese iinstitutions ias imere ifield iunits iin iNigeria. iThere iwas iso

imuch idictation iby ithe iState igovernment iwhich iundermined igood idevelopment iat ithe

ilevel. iThis idevelopment ino idoubt iinformed ithe i1976 ireforms, iand ithe iguarantee iof

ithird itier istatus iin ithe iconstitution, iwhich ithen iwas iexpected ito iserve ias ia irespite ito

iLocal igovernment. iAccordingly, ithe i1976 ireform iinitiated, iparticularly ithe ifinancial iand

ipolitical iautonomy iof ithe iLocal igovernment iwhich iwas ifurther istrengthened iby ithe icivil

iservice ireform iof i1988. i iYusuf iet ial i(2024)



Over ithe ipast idecades, ilocal igovernments ihave ibeen ialmost icrippled iin imost istates,

iwhere ithe igovernors iseize itheir ifederal iallocation iand ionly irelease ifunds ito ithem ion

ipiecemeal, ia ipractice iwhich ibarely ikeeps ithem igoing i(Agbo, i2024). iAs ia iresult iof ithis,

iformer iPresident iMuhammadu iBuhari iin ione iof ithe iinterviews iwith iArise iTelevision

iduring ihis itenure iexpressed ihis iindignation iabout ithe istate iof ilocal igovernment isystem

iin ithe icountry, iwhere ihe inarrowed idown ithe iquestion iabout irestructuring ito ithe

itreatment iof iLocal igovernment. iTo ithat ieffect, ithe ithen iPresident iin iMay i2020 isigned

iExecutive iOrder i10 igranting ifinancial iautonomy ito ilocal igovernments iin iNigeria,

itogether iwith istate ijudiciary iand iHouse iof iAssembly. iInterestingly, ithe iparticular

iExecutive iOrder iwas imet iwith istrong iresistance ias iit ifell iapart idue ito ithe igovernors’

iobjection ito iit i(Wale, i2022). iThus, ithe iSupreme iCourt inullified ithe iExecutive iOrder i10

iby ideclaring ithat ithe ithen iNigerian iPresident ioverstepped ihis ipowers iby ipromulgating

isuch ia irule i(Ameh, i2022).

However, ion iJuly i11th, i2024, ithe iSupreme iCourt iof ithe iNigeria ibeing ian iApex icourt

iof ithe icountry iin ia isuit ibrought iby ithe iFederal iGovernment iof iNigeria ithrough iits

iunanimous ijudgment iaffirmed ithe ifinancial iautonomy iof ithe iNigeria’s i774 ilocal

igovernment ito istrengthen itheir iindependence iin ithe icountry. iIn iaddition, ithe iSupreme

iCourt imade isome iother ifarreaching idecisions ito ireposition ilocal igovernment

iadministration iin ithe icountry. iThey iare:

 The ideclaration iof ithe iappointment iof icaretaker icommittees ito ireplace ielected

ilocal igovernment iexecutives.

 ensuring idemocratic igovernance iat ithe ilocal igovernment ilevel iin ithe i36 istates iof

ithe ifederation



 Monthly idisbursement iof ifederal iallocations ito ithe ilocal igovernments idirectly ito

ithem iby ithe ifederation iaccount, iand

 The irestraining ithe istate igovernors ifrom icollecting ifunds ibelonging ito ithe ilocal

igovernment icouncils iwhen ino idemocratically ielected ilocal igovernment icouncils

iare iin iplace. iYusuf iet ial i(2024)

Although ithe i1999 iConstitution iof ithe iFederal iRepublic iof iNigeria i(as ialtered) iin

isection i7(1) iand isection i162 i(paragraphs, i3, i4, i5, i6, i7, i8) iguaranteed isome iform iof

iautonomy ito ilocal igovernment, iand ithese iprovisions iare iessentially iaimed iat iprotecting

ithe ilocal igovernment ifrom iunnecessary iinterference ifrom iother itiers iof igovernment iand

ito ienable iit iplay isignificant iroles iin ithe inational idevelopment iprocess. iUnfortunately,

ifindings ifrom iresearch iby idifferent ischolars i(such ias iAwotokun, i2005 iand iAdeyemi,

i2013)) ias iwell ias iobservations iby ipractitioners’ ipoints ito ithe ifact ithat ithe iautonomy iof

ithe ilocal igovernment iis imore iof ia imirage iand ithat ihas ibecome iincreasingly idifficult ito

irealize ifollowing ithe irate iof iinterference iby istate igovernments iboth iin ithe ipolitical,

iadministrative iand ifinancial iaffairs iof ithe ilocal igovernment. iIt iis iin ithe icontext ithat

ithis iwork iintents ito iscrutinize ithe i1999 iconstitutional iprovisions iin irespect iof ithe ilocal

igovernment iautonomy iand itheir iadequacy iin iguaranteeing iit, iand ito iexamine ithe

iimplications iof istate igovernment iinterference ifor ilocal igovernment ito icontribute ito

inational idevelopment.

2.4 iLocal iAutonomy iand iSocio iEconomic iDevelopment iin iNigeria

Local igovernment iautonomy iremains ian iavenue ifor ipromoting isocioeconomic

idevelopment iof irural iareas ibased ion ithe iyearnings ior ipriorities iof ithe irural idwellers



iiniNigeria. iThe iconcept iof idevelopment ialso ihas inumerous idefinitions iin ithe iliterature.

iSome idefined idevelopment ias ian iact iwhile iview iit ias ia iprocess.

Development iis isimply ia iprocess iwhich icreates igrowth, iprogress, ipositive ichange ior ithe

iaddition iof iphysical, ieconomic, ienvironmental, isocial ias iwell ias idemographic

icomponents. iTo iTodaro iand iSmith i(2011), iis ia imultidimensional iprocess iinvolving ithe

ireorganization iand ireorientation iof ithe ientire ieconomic iand isocial isystems.

In iline iwith ithe iabove iconceptualization iby iTodaro, iSmith iand iEring i(2014), iviews

idevelopment ias ia iprocess iof iimproving ithe iquality iof iall ihuman ilives, isuch

iimprovement imay iinclude iraising ipeople’s iliving ilevels i(e.g. iincome, iconsumption,

ieducation, imedical iservices ietc.) ivia irelevant ieconomic igrowth iprocesses.

On ihis ipart, iOttong i(2006), idefined idevelopment ias ithe iact iof icreating iconditions

iconducive ito igrowth iof ipeople’s iself-esteem ithrough ithe iestablishment iof isocial,

ipolitical ias iwell ias ieconomic isystems iand iinstitutions, iwhich ipromote ihuman idignity

iand irespect. iHe istated ifurther ithat iit iimplies iincreasing iaccess ito ibetter ilife i(improved

iwelfare) iand ithe ifreedom ito ichoose iby ienlarging ithe irange iof ichoices iavailable.

In ithe iwords iof iEkong i(2003) icited iin iEring i(2014), idevelopment iis ia iprocess iof isocial

ichange iin iwhich ithe ipeople iof ia icommunity iorganize ithemselves ifor iplanning iand

iaction, idefine itheir icommon iand iindividual iproblems, iand iexecute ithese imaximum iof

ireliance iupon ithe iresources iof ithe icommunity.

Socio-economic idevelopment iis ithe iprocess iof isocial iand ieconomic idevelopment iin ia

isociety iwhich iis imeasured iwith iindicators isuch ias iGross iDomestic iProduct i(GDP),



ilifeiexpectancy, iliteracy ias iwell ias ilevels iof iemployment i(Ering, i2014). iIt irefers ito

isociety irelated ieconomic ifactors iwhich irelate iand iinfluence ione ianother. iThe igreatest

irationale ifor ithe icreation iof ilocal igovernment iglobally iis iessentially ito iemploy iit ito

iassume iresponsibility ifor ithe isocio-economic idevelopment iof irural iareas idirectly ias iwell

ias ialso icontribute iindirectly ito ithe idevelopment iof ithe icountry. iThis idevelopment ihas

ibeen iviewed ifrom itwo ifundamental ivantage ipositions iand ior iview ipoints: iSocio-

economic ias iwell ias iholistic.

The isocio-economic iperspective iwas ihinged ion ithe itraditional idefinition ithat iexpressed

iconcerns ifor isocial iproblems isuch ias ipoverty, iinequality iand iunemployment iwhich imust

ibe ialleviated ito ibring iabout isocio- ieconomic idevelopment iin ithe irural iareas iin ithe

icountry. iThe isecond iperspective iwhich iis imore icurrent idefinition iof idevelopment iwas

iblazed iby ischolars ior iauthors isuch ias iTodaro iand iSmith i(2011), ithat igave ia iholistic

iconceptualization ithat idevelopment iis ia imultidimensional iprocess iinvolving imajor

ichanges iin isocial istructures, ipopular iattitudes iand inational iinstitutions, ias iwell ias ithe

iacceleration iof ieconomic igrowth, ithe ireduction iof iinequality iand ithe ieradication iof

iabsolute ipoverty. iDevelopment iinvariably, imust irepresent ithe ientire igamut ito ichange iin

iwhich ithe iwhole isocial isystem iturned ito ithe idivergent ibasic ineeds ias iwell ias idesires

iof iindividuals, iand isocial igroups ifound iin ithat isystem, ideparts ifrom icondition iof ilife

iextensively iperceived ias iunsatisfactory itoward ia isituation ior icondition iof ilife iregarded

ias imaterially ias iwell ias ispiritually ibetter. iOkoye,(2021)

This icurrent ior icontemporary iconceptualization iof idevelopment iis ithus iholistic, itaking

iinto iconsideration iall ispheres iof ilife, iranging ifrom ipolitical, icultural, isocial, ieconomic,

ireligious ietc. iDevelopment ias icurrently idefined iencompasses ithe



icomprehensiveidevelopment iof iman ias iwell ias ihis ienvironment iin iall iramifications iin ia

ilocality, iunder ia ipolitical isetting ior istructure isuch ias ia ilocal igovernment, ion ia

iparticipatory ias iwell ias isustainable imanner. iThis iis ibetter iachieved ithrough ilocal

igovernment iautonomy. i iOkoye,(2021)

2.4.1 iJustification ifor iLocal iGovernment iAutonomy iand iNational iDevelopment

Though ia inumber iof ireasons ihave ibeen iadduced iby ithe iproponents iof ilocal igovernment

iautonomy i(such ias iAssociation iof iLocal iGovernment iof iNigeria i(ALGON), iNigerian

iUnion iof

Local iGovernment iEmployees i(NULGE)), ibut ithe igenerally iagreed ireasons ican ibe istated

ias ifollows:

a. iIt iwill ihelp ito istrengthen idemocratic idecentralization iof ipower iand iplacing ipower iin

ithe ihands iof icitizens iat ithe igrassroots ilevel igovernance, ithereby ientrench idevelopment

iin irural iarea.

b. iPolitical ieducation i– iLocal igovernment iautonomy iwill idevelop ithe isystem, iand ihelp

iin ieducating ithe ipeople iin ithe irural iareas ito igain iknowledge iof ithe ipolitical isystem.

c. iAutonomy iof ilocal igovernment iwill ihelp ito ideliver ieven idevelopment ito ieach iand

ievery

Nigerian isince ieach iperson iresides iin ia ilocal icouncil ilocated iin ieither ithe irural,

isemirural ior iurban iarea. iYusuf iet ial i(2024)

d. iLocal igovernment ifosters ilocal idemocracy: iAs ithe igovernment iis igrassroots-based

iconsisting iof ismall iunits iof ilocal icommunities iupon iwhich ipolitical ipowers



iareideveloped ito icater ifor itheir ineeds, iit iwill iengender igreater iparticipation iof ithe

ipeople iin ithe iprocess iof igovernment. iThis iincludes ithe ielection iof icouncillors iby ithe

ielectorate, iserving ias icouncillor, iand icampaigning ifor ilocal igovernment ielections iand

ienhance ipolitical iparticipation.

e. iIt iwill iguarantee imore imoney iat ithe idisposal iof ilocal igovernment iin iorder ito iprovide

ibasic iamenities, iinfrastructures iand ideliver iservices ito icitizens ias ithe istate ihas ibeen

iremoved ifrom itampering iwith ilocal igovernment ifund. iYusuf iet ial i(2024)

f. iLocal icontractors imay irely ion ithe ilocal igovernment iinstead iof ithe istate iand ifederal,

iand ithis imay idevelop itheir icapacity ito ihandle ibigger iproject iin ithe ifuture.

g. iIt iequally iplaces imore ipolitical ipower iin ithe ihands iof icitizens iand itheir iinstitutions

ithereby ihelp ithem ito idemand ifor iaccountability, itransparency iand idevelopments. iThus,

iby ivirtue iof icitizen’s iparticipation iin igovernance, iit imakes ithe idecision-making iprocess,

ipolicy iinitiation iand imonitoring iof iprogrammes iencompassing. iYusuf iet ial i(2024)

h. iLocal igovernment iautonomy iwill iprovide ia ivoice ito iminorities iwho iwill ihave

irepresentation iat ithe ilocal igovernment ilevel. iMinorities ino imatter ithe isize iof itheir

ipopulation iwill ibe ipart iof ithe ipolitical iequation iand iprocess iof ielecting iboth ithe

icouncilor ichairman ithat iwill ilead ithem ifor iperiod iof itime

i. iLastly, iit iwill iprovide icapacity ibuilding iof ipeople iin irural iareas iin iform iof ieconomic

iempowerment ithrough ijob icreation iand ifinancial iempowerment iand ifreedom ifrom

iexternal icontrol iof iallocation iwhich ithe iexcess ican ibe ichanneled iinto ithe ieconomic

isystem iof ithe icommunity’s iconcern. iYusuf iet ial i(2024)

The iabove ireasons iare isome iof ithe imotivating ifactors iby ithe iproponents’ ilocal

igovernment iautonomy iwhich iwill iensure icitizen’s iparticipation iin igovernance iat



iallilevels. iThis iis ieven ias icountries iacross ithe iworld iare ishifting iattention ito ithe ilocal

igovernment iand idecentralization iof iresponsibilities ito imake ifor ieasy idevelopment iand

igovernment iat ithe igrass iroot.

Yusuf iet ial i(2024)

2.5 iTheoretical iFramework

It ihas ibecome ia igeneral ibelief iin isocial iscience ifor ifacts ito ibe iverified iprecisely iwithin

ia itheory, irather ithan iin ian iisolated imanner.

The itheory iwhich iinforms iour idiscussion iof iLG iautonomy iin iNigeria iis ithe igeneral

isystems itheory. iIt iis ia itheory ithat ihas ibeen icontributed ito iby ia inumber iof iwriters,

isuch ias iAlmond i(1960);

Easton i(1965); i iAdamolekun i(1983) iand iOffiong i(1996). iA isynthesis iof ithe idefinitions

iof ia isystem igiven iby ivarious iwriters, isome iof iwhom iare ilisted iabove, ican ibe istated ias

ifollows. iIt iis ia iphenomenon iof iwhatever itype, iincluding iphysical, ibiological, isocial,

ipolitical, ietc., iwhich iis ian iorganized iwhole iwith iidentifiable, iinterrelated istructures

idelineating iit ifrom ithe ienvironment i(supra isystem) iin iwhich iit iis ilocated iand iwith

iwhich iit iinteracts, iprocessing ithe iinputs ifrom iit iinto ioutputs ifor iit.

The igeneral isystems itheory iseeks ito iargue ithat ievery isystem, iincluding ipolitical isystem,

ihas isubsystems iwhich imake iup ithe ientire isystem. iThey iare iassigned ifunctions iand

iprovided iwith ienabling iempowerment, iincluding iresources, iappropriate iauthority, ietc. ito

ienable ithem idischarge itheir iresponsibilities ioptimally.



Where ithis iis ithe icase, ithere iis isaid ito ibe ihomeostasis i(stability) iin ithe ipolitical isystem.

iOn ithe iother ihand, iinstability ireigns iin ithe ipolitical isystem iwhere ithe icontrary iis ithe

icase iand ithe isubsystems iand ientire isystem iare ialso iunable ito ifunction ioptimally.

Applying ithis ibrief iexposition iof ithe ipolitical isystems ianalysis ito ithe iNigerian iLG

isystem, ithe iLGs iin ithe icountry iconstitute ithe isubsystems. iThey imust ibe iwell ihandled

iin iterms iof ibeing ifed iwith iadequate iinputs, iso ithat ithey ican icontribute iappropriately ito

ithe ioptimality iof ithe iNigerian ipolitical isystem, ias iwell ias iits ihomeostasis. iIf ithe

ireverse iis ithe icase, ithat iis, iif ithe iLGs ido inot ihave ithe irequired iinputs ito ioperate, itwo

iimportant ithings imay ihappen. iFirst iis ithat ithere imight ibe iinstability iand ithe isecond iis

ithat ithere imight ibe idiscontent iamongst ithe icitizenry. iThe itwo iare iintertwined,

It iis itherefore ivery iuseful ito irealize ithe iimportance iof ithe isystems itheory iin ithe

ihandling iof iLG iautonomy iin iNigeria. iThis imeans ithe irealization iof ithe isub-systemic

inature iof iLGs iwhich iare ian iintegral ipart iof ithe ioverall iNigerian ipolitical isystem. iThey

ihave itheir iassigned iresponsibilities ito iperform ito ithe ibenefit iof ithe ipeople, inot ias

iappendages iof ieither ithe iFederal ior iState iGovernments. iFailure ito itreat ithe iLGs ias

isuch icould isend ifrustration ithrough itheir iveins, idisenchantment iand iinability ito iperform

iand ihence idissatisfaction iamongst ithe ipopulace.



CHAPTER iTHREE

Research iMethodology

3.0 iIntroduction

This ichapter ipresents ithe imethod ithrough iwhich ithe iresearch iwork iwas iconducted

ito iachieve ithe iobjective iof ithe istudy. iIt idiscusses ithe idesign iof ithe istudy, ipopulationiof

ithe istudy, isampling isize iand itechnique, isource iof idata, itechnique iof idata icollection iand

idata ianalysis.

This istudy iadopted ia idescriptive isurvey idesign. iThe idesign iis iconsidered iappropriate

ibecause iit iallows ithe iresearcher ito iobtain ithe iopinions iof irespondents ion ihow ilocal

igovernment iautonomy iinfluences isocio-economic idevelopment iwithin iOredo iLocal

iGovernment iArea iof iEdo iState. iThe isurvey imethod ialso iprovides ian iavenue ifor

icollecting iprimary idata idirectly ifrom ithe itarget ipopulation ithrough ithe iuse iof

iquestionnaires.

3.1 iResearch iDesign

This istudy iadopts ia idescriptive isurvey iresearch idesign. iThe idesign iis iappropriate

ibecause iit ienables ithe iresearcher ito igather idata ifrom ia ilarge ipopulation iwithin iOredo

iLocal iGovernment iArea iand idescribe ithe iexisting irelationship ibetween ilocal igovernment

iautonomy iand isocio-economic idevelopment. iIt iis iideal ifor isocial iscience iresearch iwhere

ithe iobjective iis ito iexplore iand ianalyze ithe istatus iof ia iphenomenon iwithout

imanipulating iany ivariables. iThrough ithis idesign, ithe istudy iwill irely ion ithe iuse iof

istructured iquestionnaires ito icollect irelevant idata ifrom irespondents



3.2 iStudy iPopulation

The ipopulation iof ithis istudy iwill iconsist iof iindividuals iliving ior iworking iwithin iOredo

iLocal iGovernment iArea iof iEdo iState. iThis iwill iinclude icivil iservants, icommunity

ileaders, itraders, iyouths iand ipolitical ioffice iholders. iAccording ito ithe iNational

iPopulation iCommission i(NPC, i2024), iOredo iLocal iGovernment iArea ihas ian

iestimatedipopulation iof iapproximately i306,117 ipeople. iThis ifigure iwill iserve ias ithe

ibaseline ipopulation ifrom iwhich ia irepresentative isample iwill ibe idrawn.

There iare iTwelve i(12) ipolitical iwards iin iOredo iLocal iGovernment iwhich icut iacross

iboth iurban iand irural icommunities, iNamely; iOgbe, iGRA/Etete/Iyekogba, iUzebu, iUrubi,

iOliha/Ukhegie, iIyaro/New iBenin iI, iNew iBenin iII, iOredo, iIkpema/Eguadase,

iUnueru/Ugboka, iOgbelaka/Nekpenekpen, iIbiwe/Iwegie/Ugbague. i(oredolga.ed.gov.ng/)

3.3 iSampling isize i

The isample isize ifor ithis istudy iwill iconsist iof i100 irespondents iwho iwill ibe iselected

ifrom iacross iOredo iLocal iGovernment iArea iusing ithe iYamane iformula.

n i= iN i/ i(1 i+ iN i(e) i²)

Given:

N i= i306,117

e i= i0.10 i(10% imargin iof ierror)

i(e)² i= i(0.10)² i= i0.01
iN(e)² i= i306,117 i× i0.01 i= i3,061.17
i1 i+ iN(e)² i= i1 i+ i3,061.17 i= i3,062.17
in i= i306,117 i÷ i3,062.17 i≈ i99.99



= i100 i(approximately)

3.4 iSampling iTechnique

iThe isampling itechnique iused iwill ibe ithe istratified irandom isampling ito iensure ifair

irepresentation iof icivil iservants, ipolitical ioffice iholders iand icommunity ileaders. iThis

itechnique iis iappropriate ias iit iwill iprovide ithe iresearcher iwith ia idiverse irange iof

iresponses ifrom ivarious istakeholders iwithin ithe ilocal igovernment isystem, ithereby

ienhancing ithe ireliability iand iobjectivity iof ithe istudy's ifindings.

3.4 iSource iof iData

The istudy iwill imake iuse iof iboth iprimary iand isecondary idata isources:

Primary iData: iData iwill ibe icollected idirectly ifrom irespondents iin iOredo iLocal

iGovernment iArea iusing istructured iquestionnaires. iThis iinstrument iwill ibe iused ito igather

ifirsthand iinformation ion ithe ichallenges, ieffectiveness, iand iperceptions iof ilocal

igovernment iautonomy iand isocio ieconomic idevelopment iin iOredo. i

Secondary iData: iData iwill ialso ibe isourced ifrom itextbooks, iacademic ijournals,

igovernment ipublications, ireports iof iconstitutional iconferences, inewspapers, iand irelevant

ionline imaterials.

The icombination iof iboth idata itypes iwill iensure ia icomprehensive iand ievidence-based

ianalysis iof ithe itopic iunder iinvestigation.



3.5 iMethod iof iData iCollection

The imain iinstrument ifor idata icollection iwill ibe iquestionnaires ideveloped iby ithe

iresearcher istructured iinto iclosed iend iquestions, iadministered iin ithe istudy iarea isuch ithat,

iquestions ithat iwill igive iinsight ito ithe iresearch iobjective iof istudy iwill ibe iincluded. iThe

iquestionnaire iwill ibe iadministered ion i120 irespondents iwhich iis ithe itotal isample

isize,irandomly iselected ifrom ithe iarea iof istudy.. iThe iquestionnaire iwill iconsist iof itwo

isections. iSection iA iwill icover ithe idemographic icharacteristics iof ithe irespondents, isuch

ias iage, igender, iand iemployment istatus. iSection iB iwill iinclude ia iseries iof istructured

iquestions ifocused ion ihow ilocal igovernment iautonomy iaids isocio ieconomic idevelopment

iin iOredo iLocal iGovernment iArea. iThe iquestions iwill ibe idesigned ito iassess ithe

irespondents’ iknowledge iof, iaccess ito, iand iperceptions iabout ilocal igovernment iautonomy,

isocio ieconomic idevelopment iand ithe ispecific ichallenges ithat ihinder idevelopment iat ithe

igrassroots ilevel.

3.6 iTechnique ifor iData iAnalysis

The istatistical imethod ito ibe iused ito ianalyze idata icollected ifrom ithe irespondents iwill ibe

ithe iStatistical ipackage ifor ithe iSocial iSciences i(SPSS). iDescriptive istatistical itools isuch

ias ifrequency icounts iand ipercentages iwill ibe iemployed ito isummarize ithe idata. iThe

iresults iwill ibe ipresented iin itables iand iinterpreted ito iprovide iinsights iinto ithe itrends

iand ichallenges iidentified. iThis ianalytical iapproach iwill iallow ithe iresearcher ito idraw

ilogical iconclusions iand imake irecommendations ithat iare igrounded iin iempirical ievidence.

3.7 iValidation iof iInstrument



To iensure ithe ivalidity iof ithe iresearch iinstrument, ithe istructured iquestionnaire iwill ibe

isubjected ito iexpert ireview. iThe iquestionnaire iwill ibe isubmitted ito ithe iproject isupervisor

ifor icontent ivalidation, iand iany iobservations ior icorrections imade iwill ibe iincorporated

iinto ithe ifinal idraft. iThis iprocess iis inecessary ito iconfirm ithat ithe iinstrument

iappropriately ireflects ithe iresearch iobjectives iand iis icapable iof ieliciting iaccurate iand

imeaningful iresponses ifrom ithe itarget ipopulation



CHAPTER FOUR

DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

4.1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter deals with the presentation and analysis of the result obtained from questionnaires.

The data gathered were presented according to the order in which they were arranged in the

research questions, sample percentage and pie charts were used to analyze the demographic

information of the respondents. The research generated valuable insights from 100 respondents

who were selected from across Oredo Local Government Area using the Yamane formula.

4.2 PERCENTAGE CALCULATION OF BIO DATA

SECTION A

Table 1.0

Gender Distribution Respondents % Respondent

female 65 65%

male 35 35%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretations

From the above table, it is seen that 65% of the respondents are females which account

for the majority of the sample while 35% of the remaining respondents were males.

Table 1.1



Age Distribution Respondents % Respondent

18-35 30 30%

36-53 45 45%

54 and above 25 25%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

From table1.1, it was discovered that 30% of the respondent were within the age bracket

18-35 years while 45% which form the majority of our respondents were within the age bracket

36-53 years. And lastly, 25% of the remaining respondents fall within the age bracket 54 and

above years.

Table 1.2

Marital Status Respondents % Respondent

Single 35 35%

Married 65 65%

Divorced Nil Nil

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025



Interpretation

From the above percentage computation, it was observed that 35% of the sampled

population were single. And 65% were married while none were divorced.

Table 1.3

Occupational Status Respondents % Respondent

student 10 10%

Self employed 30 30%

Private sector 15 15%

Civil Servants 45 45%

Others - -

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

From the above table 1.3, it was discovered that 10% of the total respondents were

students, 30% were self employed, 15% were private sector workers, while 45% were civil

servants.

Table 1.4



Educational Qualification Respondents % Respondent

SSCE 10 10%

OND/NCE 15 15%

HND/BSC 40 40%

MSC/PHD 35 35%

Others - -

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

From the above table, it is being noticed that 10% of the total sample population are

SSCE holders, 15% were OND/NCE certificate holders, 40% has HND/BSC while 35% of the

total respondents are MSC/PHD holders.

ANALYZING IN PERCENTAGE EACH ITEM IN THE QUESTIONNAIRE (SECTION

B).

Question 1

The local government in Oredo operates independently without interference from the state

government.

Table 2.0



Question One (1) Respondents % Respondent

Yes 34 34%

No 66 66%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

From the percentage computation of table 2.0, it was discovered that 34% of the sampled

respondents agreed that The local government in Oredo operates independently without

interference from the state government. While 66% of the respondent disagreed.

Question 2:

The Edo State government often influences financial decisions of Oredo Local Government.

Table 2.1

Question Two (2) Respondents % Respondent

Yes 62 62%

No 38 38%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

From the above 2.1, it is clearly noticed that 62% of the total agreed that The Edo State

government often influences financial decisions of Oredo Local Government.. While 38%

disagreed.



Question 3

Oredo LGA has full control over its internally generated revenue.

Table 2.2

Question Three (3) Respondents % Respondent

Yes 38 38%

No 62 62%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

From table 2.2, that 38% of the total sample population were in agreement that Oredo LGA has

full control over its internally generated revenue.. While 62% disagreed.

Question 4

The local government has the freedom to recruit and manage its own staff

Table 2.3

Question Four (4) Respondents % Respondent

Yes 63 63%

No 37 37%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025



Interpretation

In table 2.3, 63% of the total sampled respondents were of the opinion that the local government

has the freedom to recruit and manage its own staff But 37% of the respondents were not in

support of the aforementioned assertion.

Question 5:

State government interference reduces the effectiveness of local governance in Oredo.

Table 2.4

Question Five (5) Respondents % Respondent

Yes 80 80%

No 20 20%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

According to table 2.4, 80% of the total sampled respondents are of the opinion that State

government interference reduces the effectiveness of local governance in Oredo. While 20%

were not.

Question 6

Limited autonomy affects the ability of Oredo LGA to provide quality healthcare services.

Table 2.5

Question Sex (6) Respondents % Respondent

Yes 64 64%



No 36 36%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

From the above table, it was deduced that 64% were of the opinion that Limited

autonomy affects the ability of Oredo LGA to provide quality healthcare services. While 36%

disagreed.

Question 7

Poor autonomy affects the maintenance of local roads and public infrastructure.

Table 2.6

Question Seven (7) Respondents % Respondent

Yes 69 69%

No 31 31%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

Based table 2.6, 69% of the total sampled population agreed that Poor autonomy affects the

maintenance of local roads and public infrastructure. While 31% did not see it to be so.

Question 8



Lack of fiscal independence has hindered the implementation of development projects.

Table 2.7

Question Eight (8) Respondents % Respondent

Yes 67 67%

No 33 33%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

Table 2.7 shows that 67% of the total sampled population believes that Lack of fiscal

independence has hindered the implementation of development projects While 31% of the

respondents were in disagreement.

Question 9

Greater local government autonomy would improve the standard of living in Oredo LGA.

Table 2.8

Question Nine (9) Respondents % Respondent

Yes 75 75%

No 25 25%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025



Interpretation

From the above table 2.8, 75% of the total believe that Greater local government

autonomy would improve the standard of living in Oredo LGA, While 25% do not believe.

Question 10

Mismanagement and corruption reduce the effectiveness of local governance.

Table 2.10

Question Ten (10) Respondents % Respondent

Yes 81 81%

No 19 19%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

It is observed from table 2.9, that 81% of the total sampled population were in agreement

that Mismanagement and corruption reduce the effectiveness of local governance.. While 19%

were not in agreement.



Question 11

Inadequate funding affects the local government’s ability to meet its development

responsibilities.

Table 2.11

Question Eleven (11) Respondents % Respondent

Yes 67 67%

No 33 33%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

Table 2.11, shows that 67% of the total sample population were in agreement that Inadequate

funding affects the local government’s ability to meet its development responsibilities.. While

33% do not think so.

Question 12

The Joint State-Local Government Account limits financial independence of Oredo LGA.

Table 2.12

Question twelve Respondents % Respondent

Yes 79 79%

No 21 21%



Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

From the above table, it is being observed that 79% of the total sample respondents were

in agreement that The Joint State-Local Government Account limits financial independence of

Oredo LGA.. While 41% of the remaining sample population were not.

Question 13

Political interference from the state hinders project implementation.

Table 2.13

Question Thirteen (13) Respondents % Respondent

Yes 85 45%

No 15 55%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

According to 2.13, 85% of the total sampled respondents were in agreement that Political

interference from the state hinders project implementation. While 15% of the remaining

respondents did not agree that Political interference from the state hinders project

implementation.



Question 15

Poor administrative capacity limits the autonomy of Oredo LGA.

Table 2.15

Question 15 Respondents % Respondent

Yes 54 54%

No 46 46%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

From the percentage computation of table 2.14, it was discovered that 54% of the

sampled respondents agreed that effective tax policies will enhance attainment of education

policies. While 46% of the respondent were not in support that effective tax policies will enhance

attainment of education policies.

Question 16

The Joint State-Local Government Account limits financial independence of Oredo LGA.

Table 2.16

Question 16 Respondents % Respondent

Yes 62 62%

No 38 38%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025



Interpretation

From the above 2.15, it is clearly noticed that 62% of the total population were in support that

The Joint State-Local Government Account limits financial independence of Oredo LGA. While

38% were not in support.

Question 17

Autonomy would enable more effective prioritization of community needs.

Table 2.17

Question 17 Respondents % Respondent

Yes 78 78%

No 22 22%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

From table 2.16, we see that 78% of the total sample population were in agreement that

Autonomy would enable more effective prioritization of community needs, While 22% disagreed

to the fact.

Question 18

Fiscal autonomy would boost local revenue generation and utilization.

Table 2.18



Question 18 Respondents % Respondent

Yes 63 63%

No 37 37%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

As seen in table 2.17, 63% of the total sampled respondents were of the opinion that

Fiscal autonomy would boost local revenue generation and utilization. But 37% of the

respondents were not in support.

Question 19

Enhanced autonomy would improve community participation in decision-making.

Table 2.19

Question 19 Respondents % Respondent

Yes 60 60%

No 40 40%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

In table 2.19, 60% of the total sampled respondents were in favour that Enhanced

autonomy would improve community participation in decision-making. While 40% were not in

favour.



Question 20

Local government autonomy would foster faster socio-economic development in Oredo LGA.

Table 2.20

Question 20 Respondents % Respondent

Yes 80 80%

No 20 20%

Total 100 100

Source: Field Survey; 2025

Interpretation

From the above table, its discovered that 80% were of the opinion Local government

autonomy would foster faster socio-economic development in Oredo LGA. While 20% disagreed.

4.3Conclusion of Findings

From the analysis and interpretation of data collected through questionnaires administered to

respondents in Oredo Local Government Area, it can be concluded that the level of autonomy

enjoyed by the local government is limited. The findings revealed that a majority (66%) of

respondents agreed that Oredo Local Government does not operate independently without

interference from the state government. Similarly, 62% confirmed that the Edo State



Government often influences the financial decisions of the local government, while 79% agreed

that the Joint State–Local Government Account limits financial independence.

Furthermore, 80% of respondents believed that state interference reduces the effectiveness of

local governance, while 69% and 67% respectively agreed that poor autonomy and lack of fiscal

independence hinder infrastructure maintenance and project implementation. A significant

proportion (75%) of respondents also affirmed that greater local government autonomy would

improve the standard of living in Oredo LGA.

The study further revealed that inadequate funding (67%), mismanagement and corruption (81%),

and political interference (85%) are major obstacles to effective local governance. Respondents

also believed that enhanced autonomy would promote better prioritization of community needs

(78%), improve local revenue generation (63%), and encourage greater citizen participation in

governance (60%).

In summary, the findings indicate that limited autonomy negatively affects the socio-economic

development of Oredo Local Government Area. Greater administrative and fiscal independence

would enhance efficiency, and developmental outcomes at the grassroot. Therefore,

strengthening local government autonomy remains crucial for fostering sustainable socio-

economic development in Oredo and Nigeria as a whole



CHAPTER iFIVE

SUMMARY, iCONCLUSION iAND iRECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 iSummary iof ithe iStudy

This iresearch iwork iexamined ithe iextent ito iwhich ithe ilevel iof iautonomy igranted ito

ilocal igovernments iaffects isocio-economic idevelopment iin iNigeria. iThe istudy iwas

imotivated iby ithe ipersistent ichallenges iof ilimited iautonomy, ipoor ifinancial icontrol, iand

ipolitical iinterference ithat ihave iweakened ilocal igovernments’ iability ito ideliver

imeaningful idevelopment iat ithe igrassroots ilevel.

The istudy irecognized ilocal igovernment ias ithe ithird itier iof igovernment iconstitutionally

iestablished iunder iSection i7(1) iof ithe i1999 iConstitution iof ithe iFederal iRepublic iof

iNigeria, icreated ito ibring igovernance icloser ito ithe ipeople iand ienhance iparticipatory

idevelopment. iHowever, idespite iconstitutional iprovisions, ithe ireality ishows ithat ilocal

igovernments iin iNigeria—particularly iOredo iLGA—operate iunder ithe iheavy iinfluence iof

istate igovernments, iespecially iin ithe iareas iof ifinance, iadministration, iand ipolitical

idecision-making. iIt iis imore itheory ithan ipractical.

The ispecific iobjectives iof ithe istudy iwere ito: i(1) iExamine ithe iextent ito iwhich ilocal

igovernment iautonomy iis iconstrained iby istate igovernment iinterference iin iOredo iLocal

iGovernment iArea; i(2) iAnalyze ithe iimplications iof ilimited iautonomy ion ithe iefficient

idelivery iof ipublic iservices iand isocio-economic idevelopment iin iOredo iLGA; i(3) iIdentify

ithe ichallenges ifaced iby iOredo iLGA iin iachieving isocio-economic idevelopment idue ito

ithe ilack iof iautonomy; i(4) iAssess ithe ipotential ibenefits iof igreater iautonomy iin



iimproving isocio-economic ioutcomes; iand i(5) iProvide ipolicy irecommendations

iforienhancing ilocal igovernment iautonomy ito ipromote isustainable idevelopment.

A idescriptive isurvey idesign iwas iadopted; ialso, ithe istudy iused iboth iprimary iand

isecondary idata. iPrimary idata iwas icollected iusing istructured iquestionnaire. iData iwere

ianalyzed iusing isimple ipercentages iand itables.

5.2 iConclusion

The istudy iconcludes ithat ilocal igovernment iautonomy iremains ilargely itheoretical iin

iNigeria, ias ithe ipractice iof icentralized icontrol icontinues ito ihinder ieffective igovernance

iat ithe igrassroots. iIn ithe icase iof iOredo iLocal iGovernment iArea, ithe ilack iof ifiscal iand

iadministrative iindependence ihas imade ithe icouncil idependent ion ithe istate igovernment

ifor ipolicy idirection, ifunding, iand iproject iexecution.

The ifindings ishow ithat ilimited iautonomy ileads ito ipoor iservice idelivery, ilow

iinfrastructural idevelopment, iweak icommunity iparticipation, iand ipoor isocio-economic

ioutcomes. iThe iJoint iState–Local iGovernment iAccount isystem, ithough idesigned ifor ifiscal

icoordination, ihas iinstead ibecome ia imechanism ifor ifinancial icontrol iby ithe istate

igovernment, ithereby idenying ilocal igovernment’s idirect iaccess ito itheir istatutory

iallocations.

Furthermore, ithe istudy iestablished ithat iautonomy iis ia inecessary iprecondition ifor

ieffective igovernance iand isustainable idevelopment. iWhen ilocal igovernments ihave ithe



ifreedom ito iplan, igenerate, iand iutilize itheir iown iresources, ithey iare ibetter ipositioned

itoirespond ito ilocal ineeds, ipromote iaccountability, iand iencourage icitizen iparticipation.

iTherefore, ithe isuccess iof igrassroots idevelopment iin iNigeria iis ilargely idependent ion ithe

iextent ito iwhich ilocal igovernments iare igranted itrue iautonomy.

5.3 iRecommendations

The icreation iof ilocal igovernment iemanates ifrom ithe idesire ito ifacilitate idevelopment iat

ithe igrassroots ilevel. i iLocal igovernment iautonomy iis iof iuttermost isignificance idue ito iits

ifunctional iability ito igenerate ia isense iof ibelongingness, isafety ias iwell ias igratification

iamong iits iinhabitants. iAll itypes iof igovernment, iadministrations, iregimes ior ipolitical

isystems ihave iso ifar imade isure ithat ithis igoal iis iattained. iThe iconcept iand ipractice iof

ilocal igovernment iautonomy iis ia istrategy ifor iensuring inational iadministrative

idevelopment, ias iwell ias ipolitical iefficacy. iWhatever iis ithe ikind iof igovernment; ilocal

igovernment iautonomy iis iviewed iessentially ias iwell ias iregarded ias ithe igateway ito, iand

iguarantor iof inational isocio-economic idevelopment iof irural iareas iin ithe icountry i(Gauba,

i2004). i

Based ion ithis istudy iand ithe ifindings igathered, ithe irecommendations iinclude:

1. iGrant iFull iFiscal iAutonomy ito iLocal iGovernments: iThe iNigerian igovernment ishould

iensure ithat ilocal igovernments ireceive itheir iallocations idirectly ifrom ithe iFederation

iAccount. iThe iJoint iState–Local iGovernment iAccount ishould ieither ibe iabolished ior

iconstitutionally irestructured ito iprevent idiversion iof ifunds iby istate igovernments.

2. iReduce iPolitical iand iAdministrative iInterference: iState igovernments ishould irefrain

ifrom iexcessive iinterference iin ithe irecruitment, ipromotion, iand ideployment iof



ilocaligovernment istaff. iLocal icouncils ishould ihave ithe iauthority ito imake idecisions ion

itheir iinternal iadministrative imatters.

3. iPromote iAccountability iand iTransparency: iMechanisms isuch ias ifinancial iaudits,

iperformance ireports, iand ipublic ibudget ihearings ishould ibe iinstitutionalized ito iensure

ithat ifunds iallocated ito ilocal igovernments iare iproperly iutilized ifor icommunity

idevelopment.

4. iEnhance iInternally iGenerated iRevenue i(IGR): iOredo iLocal iGovernment ishould

iexplore ilocal isources iof irevenue—such ias irates, ilevies, iand icommunity ipartnerships—

while iimproving itax icollection isystems ito ireduce idependence ion iexternal ifunding.

5. iEncourage iCommunity iParticipation iin iGovernance: iThe ipeople iof iOredo iLGA ishould

ibe iinvolved iin iidentifying, iplanning, iand imonitoring idevelopment iprojects. iThis iwill

ipromote iinclusiveness iand iensure ithat ilocal ineeds iare iadequately iaddressed.

6. iThere ishould ibe ia istrict iadherence iand iimplementation iof ithe ilandmark idecision iby

ithe iSupreme iCourt iof iNigeria ion i11 iJuly i2024 ithat iupheld ithe ifinancial iautonomy iof

ithe i774 ilocal igovernment icouncils iin iNigeria, iruling ithat iallocations ifrom ithe

iFederation iAccount imeant ifor iLGAs imust ibe idirectly ipaid irather ithan irouted ithrough

istate igovernments, i

iwhere ithe icourt ifound ithat istate igovernments’ icontrol ior idetention iof iLGA ifunds

iviolated ithe iconstitutional irole iof iLGAs. i

This iruling iis isignificant ibecause iit ireaffirms ithat ilocal igovernments iare iconstitutionally

irecognized ias ithe i“third itier” iof igovernment, iwith iindependent ifinancial imanagement

iresponsibilities.



7. iStrengthen iAnti-Corruption iMeasures: iThe iEconomic iand iFinancial iCrimes

iCommission i(EFCC) iand ithe iIndependent iCorrupt iPractices iCommission i(ICPC) ishould

imonitor ilocal igovernment iexpenditures ito ireduce iembezzlement iand imisuse iof ifunds.

8. iPromote iCollaboration iBetween iGovernments: iWhile iautonomy iis iimportant,

icoordination ibetween ifederal, istate, iand ilocal igovernments ishould ibe iimproved ithrough

ipolicy iharmonization iand ijoint iplanning ito iavoid iduplication iof iprojects iand iwastage iof

iresources.

5.4 iContribution ito iKnowledge

This istudy icontributes ito ithe ibody iof iknowledge iby iproviding iempirical ievidence ithat

ilocal igovernment iautonomy iis icentral ito igrassroots idevelopment iin iNigeria. iUsing

iOredo iLGA ias ia icase istudy, iit idemonstrates ihow iadministrative iand ifiscal iconstraints

iimpede isocio-economic igrowth iand ihow ienhanced iautonomy icould ilead ito imore

iresponsive iand isustainable idevelopment.
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APPENDIX

iDepartment iof iPublic iAdministration,

Faculty iof iSocial iScience, i

University iof iBenin,

Benin iCity. i

Dear iSir/Madam,

REQUEST iFOR iYOUR iCOOPERATION iIN iCOMPLETING iTHIS

iQUESTIONNAIRE

I iam ian iundergraduate istudent iin ithe iDepartment iof iPublic iAdministration ifrom ithe

iabove imentioned iuniversity. iAs ipart iof ithe irequirements ifor imy iB.Sc. idegree, iI iam

iconducting iresearch ion ithe itopic: ilocal igovernment iautonomy iand isocio-economic

idevelopment iin iNigeria: ia istudy iof ioredo ilocal igovernment iof iedo istate. iThis

iquestionnaire iis idesigned ito icollect irelevant idata ifor ithe istudy. iYour iresponses iwill ibe

iused isolely ifor ithe ipurpose istated iabove iand iwill iremain iconfidential.

I ikindly irequest iyour isincere iand ithoughtful iresponses ito iall iquestions iin ithe

iquestionnaire. iPlease iindicate iyour ianswers iby iticking i[√] iin ithe ispace iprovided iunder

ithe imost iappropriate icolumn ifor ieach iitem.

Thank iyou ifor iyour ivaluable icooperation iand isupport.

Arinze iAnna iJetelojor

Researcher



Title: iLOCAL iGOVERNMENT iAUTONOMY iAND iSOCIO-ECONOMIC

iDEVELOPMENT iIN iNIGERIA: iA iSTUDY iOF iOREDO iLOCAL iGOVERNMENT

iAREA iOF iEDO iSTATE

SECTION iA: iRESPONDENT’S iDEMOGRAPHIC iINFORMATION

 1. iGender: i i□ iMale i i i□ iFemale
 2. iAge ibracket: i i□ i18–25 i i i□ i26–35 i i i□ i36–45 i i i□ i46 iand iabove
 3. iMarital iStatus: i i□ iSingle i i i□ iMarried i i i□ iDivorced i i i□ iWidowed
 4. iEducational iQualification: i i□ iSSCE i i i□ iOND/NCE i i i□ iHND/B.Sc i i i□

iM.Sc/Ph.D
 5. iOccupation: i i□ iCivil iServant i i i□ iPrivate iSector iWorker i i i□ iSelf-Employed i i i□

iStudent i i i□ iOthers i(specify) i___________
 6. iHow ilong ihave iyou ilived iin iOredo iLGA? i i□ iLess ithan i5 iyears i i i□ i5–10 iyears

i i i□ i11–15 iyears i i i□ iOver i15 iyears

SECTION iB: i

Please itick i(✔) ithe iappropriate ibox: i iyes ior ino

S/N ITEM YES NO

LOCAL iGOVERNMENT iAUTONOMY

1 The ilocal igovernment iin iOredo ioperates

iindependently iwithout iinterference ifrom ithe istate

igovernment.

2 The iEdo iState igovernment ioften iinfluences

ifinancialidecisions iof iOredo iLocal iGovernment.



3 Oredo iLGA ihas ifull icontrol iover iits iinternally

igenerated irevenue.

4 The ilocal igovernment ihas ithe ifreedom ito irecruit iand

imanage iits iown istaff

5 State igovernment iinterference ireduces ithe

ieffectiveness iof ilocal igovernance iin iOredo.

S/N ITEM

SERVICE iDELIVERY iAND iSOCIO-

ECONOMIC iDEVELOPMENT

YES NO

6 Limited iautonomy iaffects ithe iability iof iOredo

iLGA ito iprovide iquality ihealthcare iservices.

7 Poor iautonomy iaffects ithe imaintenance iof ilocal

iroads iand ipublic iinfrastructure.

8 Lack iof ifiscal iindependence ihas ihindered ithe

iimplementation iof idevelopment iprojects

9 The idelivery iof ieducation iservices iin iOredo

iLGA iis iaffected iby iinadequate iautonomy.

10 Greater ilocal igovernment iautonomy iwould

iimprove ithe istandard iof iliving iin iOredo iLGA.



S/N ITEM

CHALLENGES iTO iLOCAL

iGOVERNMENT iAUTONOMY

YES NO

11 The iJoint iState-Local iGovernment iAccount

ilimits ifinancial iindependence iof iOredo iLGA.

12 Political iinterference ifrom ithe istate ihinders
iproject iimplementation.

13 Mismanagement iand icorruption ireduce ithe

ieffectiveness iof ilocal igovernance.

14 Inadequate ifunding iaffects ithe ilocal

igovernment’s iability ito imeet iits idevelopment

iresponsibilities.

15 Poor iadministrative icapacity ilimits ithe

iautonomy iof iOredo iLGA.

i

S/N ITEM

BENEFITS iOF iGREATER iLOCAL

iGOVERNMENT iAUTONOMY

YES NO



16 Greater iautonomy iwould ienhance itransparency

iand iaccountability iin ilocal igovernance.

17 Autonomy iwould ienable imore ieffective
iprioritization iof icommunity ineeds.

18 iFiscal iautonomy iwould iboost ilocal irevenue

igeneration iand iutilization.

19 Enhanced iautonomy iwould iimprove icommunity

iparticipation iin idecision-making.

20 Local igovernment iautonomy iwould ifoster

ifaster isocio-economic idevelopment iin iOredo

iLGA.


